Abstract: This paper examines, experimentally and numerically, an isothermal coaxial air jet, created by an innovative nozzle design for an air propane torch, used for the thermal deposition of polymers. This design includes staggering the origins of the central and annular jets and creating an annular air jet with an inward radial velocity component. The experimental work used a Pitot tube to measure axial velocity on the jet centerline and in the fully developed flow. The static gauge pressure in the near field was also measured and found to be positive, an unexpected result. The numerical work used Gambit and Fluent. An extensive grid sensitivity study was conducted and it was found that results from a relatively coarse mesh were substantially the same as results from a mesh with almost 11 times the number of control volumes. A thorough evaluation of all of the RANS models in Fluent 6.3.26 found that the flow fields they calculated showed at most partial agreement with the experimental results. The greatest difference between numerical and experimental results was the incorrect prediction by all RANS models of a recirculation zone in the near field on the jet axis. Experimental work showed it did not exist.
Introduction
Flame deposition has been in commercial use for several decades because it is a quick and effective way of creating a protective and adhesive coating on a surface. An early description of the process is provided by Towler [1] . Zhang et al. [2] studied heat transfer from an air/propane or air/acetylene flame to polymer particles injected into the flame. This process has been used for some years to apply a polymer coating to metal surfaces. In this process, shown schematically in Figure 1 , the polymer powder is injected into the flame using an air stream. The goal of the process is to heat the ground polymer enough to soften it without overheating it, which would cause it to burn. The jet then carries the softened polymer particles to a metal surface, itself heated by the same flame, to which they adhere forming a continuous protective coating. The gun head shown in Figure 1 , and schematically in a longitudinal section in Figure 2 , is the origin of the jets. Some of the details of the gun head design are proprietary. This particular gun head includes an annular jet and a central jet with its nozzle staggered relative to the annular jet orifice. Critical gun head dimensions are given in Table 1 . In practice, the central jet is the particle bearing air stream and the air only concentric annular jet around it is the main momentum source. The gun head includes pinhole sized fuel (propane) ports, arranged in two circles concentric with the two inner jets. In this study we only modelled an isothermal concentric jet flow, by shutting off the propane and particle sources. The goal of this study was to try to develop an effective computational fluid dynamics (CFD) model using the Reynolds Averaged Navier Stokes (RANS) models in Fluent, with Gambit as a preprocessor, and validate it with experimental data. Such a model would be the basis for subsequent more complex CFD models. These more advanced models would include first the particles in the central jet and then the particles and carbon dioxide (CO 2 ) in place of the propane, so the effect of the particles on the mixing of the air and propane would be modelled. In both advanced cases suitable experimental data would be gathered for comparison with the CFD models.
The two most fundamental variables that determine the flow field created by a coaxial jet, or in this case the gun head, are the design of the gun head and the velocities of the jets. Early papers considered the fundamentals of the design of a nozzle creating a coaxial jet. One of several fundamental variables altering the flow field of a coaxial jet is whether the flow leaving each nozzle is fully developed. Two early papers on coaxial jets, Chigier and Beer [3] and Champagne and Wygnanski [4] do not address this point, but a careful reading of both papers makes it clear that the jets were not fully developed in either body of work. However, Chigier and Beer [3] point out a second fundamental variable altering the flow field. The flow field of a coaxial jet depends not only on the velocity of both jets and their nozzle diameters, but also the spacing, if any, between the inner round jet and the concentric annular jet. Champagne and Wygnanski [4] also point out the radius of both jets alters the flow field. Chigier and Beer [3] further point out that a coaxial jet flow field is a combination of two flow fields, that of a single round jet and that of an annular jet.
The staggering of the central and annular nozzles in the gun head shown in Figure 2 is an extremely important feature of the gun head used in this work that is not present in any of the coaxial jets described in the literature. In all coaxial jet studies found in the literature, the origins of both jets are in the same plane. In contrast, the extension of the central channel in the nozzle used in this work results in the origin of the central jet being about 1.4 cm downstream of the origin of the annular air jet. The outer surface of this extension is tapered ending with a sharp edge at the plane of confluence of the central and annular jets. The angle of the truncated cone is shallow enough to ensure the annular air jet remains attached to the outer surface of this extension. This design feature causes the annular jet to have some momentum directed towards the flow axis. The gun head used in this work, in combination with the rest of the apparatus, creates a fully developed central jet but does not create a fully developed annular air jet. One flow rate was chosen for each of the two jets. Then, the three different ratios of the linear momentum of the annular air jet to the central jet shown in Table 2 were chosen. It is important to realize that the staggering of the two nozzles, shown in Figure 2 , means that the annular jet must slow significantly as it travels from its origin to the tip of the central nozzle, through the ambient air, before it begins to merge with the central jet. As long as the velocity ratio at the origin of the central jet is low enough, regardless of the average velocity ratio at the jet origins, there will be no recirculation zone formed in the near field of the jet. The extension of the central channel past the origin of the annular air jet allows the annular flow to have a much larger mass and velocity compared to the central jet than would otherwise be possible without causing a recirculation zone. Such a zone, centered on the jet axis, has been found to trap some of the polymer particles and increase their radius of distribution when the process is used for commercial purposes. Chigier and Beer [3] began examination of coaxial jets by increasing the momentum of the central jet from zero. This method allowed study of the changes caused by the increasing strength of the central jet to the toroidal shaped recirculation zone, with its axis on the centerline of the jet, that was created by the annular air jet alone. As the annular to central jet velocity ratio decreased to 2.35, this torus was increasingly squeezed between the central and annular air jets and a second torus with rotation opposite the first torus formed. The distance between the radius of the central jet and the inner diameter of the annular jet of 1.95 cm also played a role in the continuation of the toroidal recirculation zone. It was still present at an annular to central jet velocity ratio of 0.117. Chigier and Beer's work was extended by Ko and Kwan [5] and Ko and Au [6] who identified three regions in a coaxial jet. They are an initial zone to the end of the core of the central or annular jet, whichever is shorter, an intermediate zone in which the jets become fully mixed, and a fully merged zone in which the jets behave as though they were one jet originating from a circular nozzle. Ko and Kwan [5] also found the central and annular jets were fully merged at 6 diameters downstream from the nozzle where, once again, the axial velocity profile was similar to that of a single jet.
Ko and Kwan [5] found that near the nozzle the turbulence intensity was lowest within the core of each jet, where there had been no mixing and the air was at its nozzle velocity. Within the layers resulting from the mixing of each jet with surrounding stationary air, the turbulence intensity increased rapidly. Ribeiro and Whitelaw [7] reported the same result. Further downstream, the three layers of high turbulence intensity merged into one jet with only the one mixing layer. Ko and Kwan [5] also found the time averaged pressure in the flow field was not uniform and it changed with the velocity ratio of the jets.
Buresti et al. [8] studied, amongst other flow features, the comparative magnitudes of the time varying part of the axial and radial velocities in the inner and outer mixing layers within two central nozzle diameters downstream from the nozzle. It was found that they were a result of the 5 mm spacing between the annular and central jets which can be thought of as a bluff body that produces a wake. This feature was not present in the current work because of the near knife edge thickness of the tip of the nozzle at the central jet origin.
Rehab et al. [9] studied water jets, not air jets, with a knife edge separating the origins of the two jets. They found that a critical annular jet to central jet velocity ratio existed beyond which a recirculation zone developed just downstream of the nozzle on the jet axis. Rehab et al. [9] point out that the vortices that formed in the mixing layers around each jet caused most of the entrainment in both jets. Their work also showed that the critical annular jet to central jet velocity ratio necessary for the formation of the axial recirculation zone is a minimum of about 8. The recirculation zone downstream end was at the merging point of the mixing layers around the annular jet and the inner jet.
Buresti et al. [10] also published a second paper, a detailed examination of the near field of a coaxial jet using two different velocity ratios. They created a second nozzle, in addition to the nozzle with a 5 mm spacing between the radius of the central jet and the annular jet. This second nozzle had a knife edge between the radius of the central jet and the annular jet. Both nozzles were used with both velocity ratios and allowed additional examination of the effect of the spacing between the central jet and the annular jet. Buresti et al. [10] mapped the entire flow field and found that at the higher velocity ratio, with the annular jet dominant, changing the spacing between the jets from 5 mm to a razor edge caused a large decrease in the time varying part of the radial velocity and a large decrease in the time varying part of the shear stresses too. This difference diminished with axial distance downstream and was gone when the flow reached a downstream distance of about half the diameter of the central jet. The near knife edge of the tip of the central jet origin means that the jet studied here is closer to the nozzle used by Buresti et al. [10] with a knife edge between the central and annular jet. Figure 1 shows the air for the coaxial jets studied was supplied by a compressor and fed to the flow control unit which divided the air between the powder air line and the annular air line. It also controlled the flow rate in both lines. If desired, ground polymer could be added to the powder air line. In practical use, the flow control unit also regulated the flow of propane to the gun head but in this work the propane was shut off. The flow rate in each line was measured by OMEGA electronic flow meters: model FMA 1728 (0 to 50 L/m) for propane, model FMA 1742 (0 to 100 L/m) for the powder air and model FMA 1744 (0 to 500 L/m) for the annular air. The flow meters sent an analogue signal to the Measurement Computing USB-1608FS data acquisition card, which in turn sent digitized signals to a desktop computer via a USB link. The flowmeters were calibrated by mechanical pressure gauges and rotameters and the resulting calibration curves were incorporated into the Excel spreadsheet used for data communication, processing, storage and real time display. Custom code in Visual Basic for Applications (Excel Macros) was developed for these functions. The custom code displayed the flow rates in real-time and they were adjusted manually using the flow control unit.
Experimental Work

Experimental Apparatus and Method
The experimental work consisted of measuring the axial velocity and the static pressure in the flow field, and flow visualization. Twenty-six sets of measurements, eighteen of velocity and eight of static pressure were made. The first set of velocity data was obtained by measuring the axial velocity along the jet centerline, the second was obtained from radial traverses in the plane of the tip of the central jet. The third, fourth, fifth, and sixth sets of velocity data were taken from diametral traverses of the jet at different distances from the gun head. A Pitot tube with an outer diameter of 1.3 mm and an inner diameter of about 0.85 mm was used to measure the dynamic pressure. The Pitot tube was connected to one of three Magnehelic differential pressure gauges made by Dwyer. The pressure gauges had ranges 0-1 inches (25. The static pressure measurements were made using the static ports only on a 3.1 mm diameter Pitot static tube. The static ports were connected to a Dwyer Magnehelic differential pressure gauge, reading from −2 to 2 inches of water in 0.1 in. graduations with the second port open to the atmosphere.
The flow visualization was performed using a sheet of light from a 3 W laser to illuminate a vertical plane through the centerline of the jet. First, the annular air was seeded with droplets of a glycerine-water solution and the resulting jet was photographed. Then, the powder air was seeded in the same way and the resulting jet was photographed once again. These procedures were used with all three experiments. A digital Nikon 1J1 camera was used for the work with a SMC Pentax 1:1.4 50 mm lens. A speed of 400 frames per second was used to create short movies and Nikon software was used to extract desired frames from the movies.
Experimental Results
Two orthogonal traverses were made across the central jet at its origin to examine the velocity profile of the central jet. The results were averaged, corrected for the positive static pressure at this location, and shown in Figure 3 . The flow rate from the central jet is the same for all three experiments; consequently, the velocity profile shown in Figure 3 will not change between them. The profile shows a slightly greater velocity at the center of the jet, consistent with the expected behaviour of turbulent flow in a smooth circular duct.
The second type of traverse measuring axial velocity was across the diameter of the jet at 2.5 cm, 5 cm, 10 cm and 20 cm from the origin of the annular air jet. Figures 4-7 show the velocity profiles at these distances respectively. Each of Figures 4-7 consists of three graphs, one for each of experiments 1, 2 and 3. The data for each graph was obtained from a vertical and horizontal traverse across the jet diameter. Then the radial symmetry of the jet was used to average the data over the four radii and this average was plotted. As expected, as the nozzle velocity of the annular air jet increases, so too does the maximum velocity of the velocity profile at 2.5 cm, 5 cm, 10 cm and 20 cm from the origin of the annular air jet. Overall, the twelve axial velocity profiles have the expected shape.
The third type of traverse measuring axial velocity was made along the centerline of the jet from the origin of the central jet to 20 cm from the origin of the annular jet. These three traverses are shown in Figure 8a . They show there was no recirculation zone in any of the flow fields. Figure 8b shows the average of the traverses of the jet centerline from the origin of the central jet to 2 cm downstream which measured the static pressure. It is most important to note that the static pressures found were all above atmospheric and vary with the strength of the annular air jet. Figure 8c was created from static pressure measurements made with and without the central jet but the annular jet set to Experiment 2. It is also a traverse of the jet centerline but from the origin of the central jet to 2 cm downstream. The negative static pressure region on the jet centerline extends from the tip of the central jet nozzle to about 3 mm downstream. The static pressure readings for the case without the central jet flowing may be influenced by the annular jet, which has an inward radial velocity, impinging on the static pressure probe. 
Error estimates were made using the reading error on the pressure gauge. The reading error was taken to be half of the smallest division on the pressure gauge and half the smallest division on the positioning scale in mm.
Examination of the digital photos extracted from the short movies revealed that there was very little difference between the three experiments. Consequently, only images for Experiment 2 are shown in Figure 9 . Figure 9a shows the results of seeding only the annular air line. Figure 9b shows the near field of the jet when the powder air line is seeded. 
Numerical Modelling
Five generations of meshes were created for numerical modelling. The first two generations, Grid1 and Grid2, were discarded because these meshes gave unsatisfactory results. Numerical simulations of all three experiments were performed using a variety of meshes from subsequent generations and a variety of turbulence models, with some variations in boundary conditions as will be explained later. The agreement between simulations and experiment was found to be substantially the same for all three experiments. Consequently, most of the results shown are for Experiment 1 with a few for Experiment 2.
General Meshing Features
Numerical modeling used a commercially available CFD package Fluent 6.3.26 with Gambit 2.4 for geometry and meshing. The rotational symmetry of the axisymmetric jets and periodically arranged propane holes allowed the creation of three types of domain with three wedge angles: 60° (wedge), 180° (semicircular) and 360° (full circle). These grid families are designated as Grid3, Grid4, and Grid5 respectively in the following pages. As an example, the semicircular domain (Grid4) is shown in Figure 10 and the critical domain dimensions given in Table 3 . The x, y, and z axes for the domain are shown in the lower left. The z axis lies on the jet axis and the origin lies on the plane of the origin of the annular jet, the upstream end of the main domain. Note that the propane jets have been removed for this analysis. All domains have the same radius of 0.13 m at the inlet, increasing linearly to 0.143 m at the outlet. In most cases a domain length of 0.6 m was used. The inlet boundary conditions in this numerical study match the three experiments outlined in Table 2 Substantial effort was put into creating meshes with elements as orthogonal as possible. To that end, only the core, central region is covered by semi-structured Cooper type hexagonal elements, while all other sections are meshed by structured hexagonal elements. Due to the vast range of length scales, the size of the control volumes varied widely. The number of control volumes also varied widely in order to resolve high gradient zones in an optimal way. Figure 11a -e illustrates details of a mesh for the domain with a semi-circular cross-section. The core area elements of Figure 11a are too fine to be resolved on the scale used. Consequently, Figure 11b ,c is a close-up of critical areas, the origins of the jets. The same is true of the bottom center of Figure 11d , which is the center of the jet. Figure 11e shows this region in detail. Overall, the extremely wide range Figure 11c ,e illustrates the difficulty of trying to mesh very small dimensions and circular dimensions respectively with regular hexagonal mesh. In spite of this difficulty all domains were divided into connected volumes and meshed using structured mesh, except the near-axis region that had to be meshed by Cooper mesh. A list of meshes used in this study with main resolution parameters is shown in Table 3 . Table 1 ); (c) Close up of the mesh at the origin of the annular jet in the horizontal plane of symmetry (dimensions given in Table 1 
Radius of Central Air Jet Table 3 . A list of meshes used in the study, with key resolution parameters. 
Domain Choice
The creation of the flow domains was governed by several requirements. First, different wedge angles were needed not only to use the Reynolds Averaged Navier Stokes (RANS) models presented in this study, but also to allow for subsequent Large Eddy Simulation (LES) modeling. Second, the slight flaring of the domain envelope allowed a smooth transition from a highly non-uniform mesh in the radial direction at the gun face to a more uniform mesh in the radial direction at the outlet. Third, the central jet was extended upstream to duplicate the experimental conditions and ensure that the flow in the central jet was fully developed by the time the air flowing through it reached the nozzle. In contrast, the annular jet channel was much shorter and did not allow for a fully developed velocity profile at its nozzle, again duplicating the experimental setup.
The different wedge angles are expected to provide identical results in theory. However, in complex domains and flow fields like the one studied here, such an assumption should be demonstrated by numerical experiment as well. There are subtle differences between the three domain shapes, especially since the mesh is not entirely structured, because it has a Cooper mesh core. Figure 12 shows the axial velocity plots for three meshes, one each of Grid3, Grid4 and Grid5 families, all summarized in Table 3 . The particular meshes from each family were chosen to have a similar mesh density. The comparison of the velocity profiles confirm that the results are not affected by the wedge angle choice. 
Boundary Conditions
Boundary conditions were chosen to reproduce the physical flow conditions as closely as possible. The proper specification of the upstream and the entrainment boundary conditions is more important than the specification of the outlet boundary conditions, since the upstream and circumferential boundary conditions influence the flow development downstream, throughout the flow domain modeled.
All simulations used velocity inlets as boundary conditions for both jets and the pressure outlet boundary condition at all other boundaries. Initially the pressure boundary velocity direction was specified to match the velocity vector of the adjacent cell center. The alternative option of forcing the boundary velocity vector to be perpendicular to the boundary was considered unphysical since the entrainment boundary surface was not parallel to the flow axis. However, this original choice introduced a significant error in the far field. The error caused by these boundary conditions is shown in the axial velocity plots presented in Figure 13a ,b for the coarsest and finest meshes of the Grid3 family. It is clear in these plots that the axial velocity is nonzero outside the jets and its magnitude depends on the mesh density. When the backflow direction specification method was changed to force the boundary velocity to be perpendicular to the boundary, the axial velocity outside the jet vanished. Strictly speaking, the proper boundary condition for the entrainment of stagnant air into the jet is to force the velocity vector to be perpendicular to the jet axis and not to be perpendicular to the boundary if the boundary is not parallel to the axis. However, in this work the angle between the boundary and the axis is only 1.2°, too small to produce a noticeable error. Figure 13a ,b also shows the result of making this change. All other results shown in this paper used this correct boundary condition.
Most models used the default settings within Fluent for turbulence at all boundaries. Changing these values had no effect on the converged flow field. The default setting of wall functions was also used to model boundary layers. 
Mesh Density Influence
Various mesh densities have been listed in Table 3 . In this section the influence of mesh density on numerical accuracy is examined. Figure 14 compares the velocity profiles obtained by modeling the Experiment E2 on three grids using approximately 180,000, 360,000 and 1,900,000 nodes each, with the k-ε realizable turbulence model and first order upwind discretization. The finest mesh had 10.6 times more control volumes than the coarsest mesh. The graphs show that all simulations give substantially the same results although there are minor differences in the velocity profiles at the centerline, at the 20 cm cross-section. Overall, it is clear from these results that even the coarsest mesh produces essentially grid independent results. It is also interesting that even with the first order differencing the presence of numerical diffusion is barely noticeable. The absence of numerical diffusion is due to the careful mesh alignment with the velocity field, something that is not always possible, but was attainable in this case.
Turbulence Model Influence
The question of which turbulence model gives the best agreement with experiment is best answered by numerical experiments. The flow field modeled here is dominated by mixing layers between the stagnant outside air and the annular jet, as well as between the annular jet and the central round jet, the two having very high velocity and momentum ratios. An additional specific feature of this flow is the presence of a conical solid surface that serves as the inner boundary for the annular air jet after it has exited its nozzle until it comes into contact with the much slower central round jet. For the most part, the flow features are determined by mixing, not by the wall boundary layer, except for the aforementioned zone between the origins of the two jets. At the first cross section, 2.5 cm from the origin of the annular air jet, the results of all seven RANS models agree qualitatively with the experimental results. The central jet and the annular jet had not fully merged, so the maximum velocity was not located on the centerline of the gun head. However, the centerline velocity was still underpredicted. Comparison of the results of the standard k-ε model and its two derivatives with experimental results shows that k-ε realizable model results disagree the least with the maximum velocity while the k-ε rng model results disagree the least with the centerline velocity. Further comparison of the standard k-ω model, its two derivatives, and the Reynolds Stress Model with experimental results shows that the k-ω sst tf model disagrees the least with the maximum velocity while the standard k-ω model disagrees the least with the centerline velocity. Overall, at this distance, the k-ω sst tf model predicts the maximum velocity a little better than the k-ε realizable model, while the k-ε rng model predicts the centerline velocity a little better than the standard k-ω model.
At z = 5 cm from the cap face, all seven RANS models failed to predict the plateau found by the experimental work and consequently they all predicted maximum axial velocities off the centerline of the merging jets. The peak velocities calculated by the k-ε realizable and the k-ω sst tf models were substantially the same. At this distance from the origin of the annular jet, all seven RANS models predicted that the central and annular jets had not merged fully when experimental results showed that they had, just.
At 10 cm from the origin of the annular air jet, the k- models show larger variations than the k- models and produce both the best and the worst match. The k- realizable model most closely predicts the experimental results, to within 6% at the jet axis, while the RNG k- model produces the worst results, with an error of more than 30% at the jet axis. The standard k- model and all of the k- models fall in between these two results. The Reynolds stress model produced results similar to all the k- models and to the standard k- model.
At 20 cm the realizable k-model still yields results that agree best with experiment. The standard k-model performs nearly as well, having a broader velocity profile at its tail end. The RNG k-model predicts the profile poorly, similar to its results at the upstream cross section.
The results of the k- family of models at 20 cm distance were found to be similar to those at 10 cm. The agreement with experiment was improved by including the shear stress transport (sst) option and further improved by including the transitional flow (tf) option. The Reynolds stress model yielded poor results once again. Overall, the differences between the results are greater at 20 cm distance. Overall, the realizable k- and the k- sst tf models gave best results. All the models predict a faster decay of the centerline velocity at 10 cm and 20 cm, demonstrated in the graphs by the lower peak of the velocity profiles, compared to experiment. This behavior is due to the well-known tendency of RANS models to over predict mixing.
Discussion
The experimental data gathered from the flow field created by this coaxial jet with staggered nozzles, together with the results from the k- realizable model simulations are examined here more fully. The overall velocity field pattern is summarized here by the compound velocity profile graph in Figure 19 which shows the experimental data for Experiment 1 and the corresponding numerical data extracted from a simulation using Grid4_NP_E1 and the k- realizable model. This graph also shows the plateau in the plot of the axial velocity vs. radius at z = 5 cm. A similar plateau occurs in the same plot for the numerical results at z = 8 cm. The numerical centerline velocity at z = 8.5 cm agrees well with the experimental centerline velocity at z = 10 cm. The under prediction of the mixing of the two jets by the k- realizable model upstream of z = 8 cm is once again shown. In contrast, further downstream, this turbulence model over predicts mixing, causing the centerline velocity to decrease faster than in reality. Why this model shows such inconsistent mixing is not known, but is deserving of study.
Ko and Kwan [5] and Ribeiro and Whitelaw [7] found that the turbulence intensity is greatest in the mixing layers formed as the two jets merge. Figure 20 shows the numerical turbulence intensity for Experiment 1 at 10 cm and 20 cm from the cap face. It is noteworthy that at 10 cm from the cap face, even though the axial velocity profile shows the jets have fully merged, the variation in turbulence intensity shows that the velocity difference between the two jets created an annulus of high turbulence intensity. At 20 cm from the cap face, this annulus no longer exists due to turbulent mixing. Each plot was calculated from the turbulent kinetic energy and the centerline velocity at each of the two distances from the cap face. Consequently, the higher turbulence intensity at z = 20 cm compared to z = 10 cm is due to the drop in centerline velocity and the slow dissipation of the turbulent kinetic energy in the flow between the two planes. Plots of the turbulence intensity in the near field were not made because of the marked difference between the experimental and numerical results in this region. Experimental measurement of the turbulence intensity throughout the flow field would be a valuable addition to the understanding of the jet created by this new nozzle design. Table 4 shows the volume flow rate for all three experiments, found from the numerical models and from the experimental measurements of axial velocity. The nozzle flow rate is 0.14 m 3 /min.
Comparison of the values in Table 4 with the nozzle flow rate shows that there has been a large amount of entrainment and that, as expected, it increases with distance from the gun head. Examination of the experimentally found flow rates shows that at all but the last cross section at z = 20 cm, the entrainment increases moderately with velocity ratio, except between Experiments 2 and 3 at z = 5 cm where it remains the same. At z = 20 cm there is very little difference in the amount of entrainment between the three experiments possibly because of the qualitative similarity of the axial velocity profiles from about 5 cm onwards downstream. In all cases the numerical entrainment is greater than the experimental entrainment mainly because the numerical simulations predict a jet with a greater radius than actually occurs. These results were compared with those of Wall et al. [11] . The amount of entrainment found here is much higher than that found by Wall, but the nozzle geometry was very different, so any further comparison is of dubious value. The comparison of the experimental and numerical axial velocity data along the centerline is shown in Figure 21 and the comparison of the near field static pressures on the centerline is shown in Figure 22 . There is a striking qualitative difference at the position right after the two jets meet. The numerical results predict the presence of a small recirculation zone, extending between 2 mm and 6 mm downstream from the end of the central nozzle. The presence of the recirculation zone was never detected in the experiments. Indeed, the flow visualization shown in Figure 9 confirmed that there was no recirculation zone in the experiments. The presence of a radially inward velocity component in the annular air jet velocity may prevent the formation of a recirculation zone when the ratio of the annular to axial jet velocity axial components would otherwise cause one. The presence of the recirculation zone in the numerical results leaves the cause of the broadening of the numerical simulation profiles, relative to the experiments, less clear cut than in the case of a single jet. It is important to note that all of the turbulence models predicted the recirculation zone, contrary to the experimental data. Thorough examination of the numerical results showed that none of the modeling variables, specifically the mesh density, turbulence model, boundary conditions, or discretization could have caused the numerical recirculation zone. Better understanding of the simulated flow field would include determining how much of the profile broadening at z =10 cm in numerical simulations is due to higher diffusion calculated by the k-ε realizable turbulence model, and how much is due to the presence of the non-physical recirculation zone upstream. This study was not intended to answer this question but the cause of the numerical recirculation zone needs to be studied in future work. The positive gauge static pressure, recorded experimentally, but not predicted numerically, near the particle jet nozzle also deserves a full investigation. This positive gauge pressure was not expected. Chigier and Beer [3] found that when the annular air jet is dominant, the gauge static pressure on the jet centerline in the near field is negative not positive. Ko and Kwan [5] also found that the time averaged static pressure in the flow field of coaxial jets was not uniform. A likely explanation for this positive gauge pressure is the staggered design of the nozzle combined with the angling in of the annular air jet, directing it towards the jet axis. Another possible contributor is the difference in boundary conditions of the annular jet near field. On its inner side, this jet is bounded by the solid surface of the outside of the central jet nozzle. On its outer side, the annular air jet is free and able to entrain the surrounding atmosphere. The negative gauge static pressure found in the near field of the jet when the central jet is shut off is qualitatively consistent with the findings of Chigier and Beer [3] for the case of no flow in the central jet.
Figures 19, 21, and 22 show the strongest discrepancy between the experimental and numerical results is in the jet merging zone. Judging by the numerical results the two jets merged at z = 9 cm. At that location the velocity profile had a single peak and the centerline velocity profile shows its maximum. The experimental results, however, show that the two jets merged at approximately z = 5 cm. This discrepancy is certainly affected by the presence of the recirculation zone. The downstream locations, after z = 10 cm show a good match between numerical and experimental values, although the difference between the two results slowly increases with distance from the gun head.
The results of all simulations using two equation RANS models do not compare satisfactorily with the experimental data in the near field of the mixing zone. These differences are probably due to the reliance of these models on the Boussinesq hypothesis, their single point nature, and the largely empirical nature of the turbulent dissipation equation as pointed out by Shih et al. [12] . The Reynolds Stress model didn't do any better, although it does not rely on the Boussinesq hypothesis. Hanjalic [13] identified the limitations of the Reynolds stress model.
The k-ε realizable model gave the best results in this flow probably due to an improved dissipation rate conservation/transport equation and the calculation of the eddy viscosity developed by Shih et al. [12] . They show that in all cases their changes to the standard k-ε model provide results that are better than, or comparable to those of the original model. This work confirms that finding, at least for the coaxial jets being studied.
Conclusions
The numerical simulations modeled the concentric jet flow produced by this staggered nozzle with limited success in the near field, although the overall trends in the experimental data between the three experiments agreed with the overall trends in the numerical results. However, the limitations of all the RANs models in modeling isothermal coaxial jets need to be taken into account when modeling two phase flow and two phase flow with combustion.
Amongst all the two-equation models and the Reynolds stress model, the best results were obtained by the k- realizable model, closely followed by the k- sst tf model. However, all of the models predicted the existence of a recirculation bubble in all three cases, regardless of the jet momentum ratio. None of these flow regimes generated the recirculation bubble in the experimental work. The presence or absence of a toroidal shaped recirculation zone is important for the ultimate use of these results in flame deposition of a polymer powder coating. This recirculation zone will disrupt the smooth flow of the two-phase particle air stream even in the presence of flame.
The positive static pressure on the jet centerline in the jet near field was unexpected and shows the mixing in the near field created by this nozzle deserves further study. Future work must also include measurements of all components of the instantaneous velocity throughout the jet, including determination of the Reynolds stresses. 
